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MEAT PACKING 
Comparison of Some Costs and Other Economic 
Factors of the Industry in St. Louis With Those 
In Other Areas. 
INTRODUCTION 
St. Louis has long been one of the most important livestock and meat market-
ing centers of the country. The task of marketing millions of head of livestock 
each year requires large quantities of capital and human resources. These re-
sources sustain a particular use for long periods of time. Thus each plant must 
plan ahead in order to use its resources effectively over a period of years. 
This bulletin reports on an analysis of costs of selected non-livestock inputs 
used in meat packing in the St. Louis area and comparisons with the costs in 
other areas. The research was undertaken because of interest on the part of 
members of the industry. It is oriented toward providing information of value 
for making long run decisions in the livestock and meat industry in the St. Louis 
area. 
The principal non-livestock cost component in meat packing is the cost of 
labor. Wages and salaries comprise about 51 percent of the operating expenses 
of the meat packing industry. I A major portion of the analysis which follows 
is related to the comparison of labor rates and costs in the St. Louis area versus 
those in other areas. Current comparisons were developed and trends were 
projected to 1975. Estimates of electricity costs and business firm taxes are 
also presented. 
COSTS OF NON LNESTOCK INPUTS 
Average Hourly Earnings in Meat Packing by Regions 
The midwest, of which St. Louis is a part, is a relatively high labor cost 
area, Table 1. Table 1 was developed from a study by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics in November, 1963, including 131, 965 workers. In the comparison 
of average hourly earnings the Middle West is exceeded only by the Pacific area 
for labor in beef dressing and for the total of all production workers. The higher 
average for all production workers in the Pacific area is accounted for by the 
fact that a disproportionately large percentage of the workers were in the rela-
tively high paying beef dressing department. The lowest average hourly earn-
ings for all production workers was in the South East, a market area important 
to the industry in the St. Louis area. Workers in the Middle West region, ac-
counting for two-fifths of the total industry employment, averaged $3. 08 an hour. 
Averages in the other regions ranged from $1. 69 in the South East to $3.16 in the 
Pacific, while the United States average was $2. 69. 
1Financial Facts About The Meat Packing Industry, 1962, American Meat Institute, Chicago, 
1963. 
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TABLE 1 
* Comparison of Average Hourly Earnings of Production Workers 
In Meat Packing by Regions, November 1963. 
Beef Dressing Beef Cutting Pork Dressing 
$per % of $per % of $per % of 
Area Hour Midwest Hour Midwest Hour Midwest 
United States 2.82 87.3 2. 90 79.2 2.73 87 . 2 
South East 2.05 63.5 2.12 57.9 1. 91 61. 0 
South West 1. 75 54.2 1. 97 53.8 1. 75 55.9 
Great Lakes 3. 20 99.1 2.33 63.7 2. 83 90.4 
Mountain 3.07 95. 0 2.95 80. 6 
Border States 1. 95 60.3 2.10 57.3 1. 80 57.5 
Middle Atlantic 3.08 95. 3 2. 69 73.4 2. 77 88.4 
Pacific 3.39 104. 9 3.46 94.5 2.87 91. 6 
Middle West 3.23 100 .0 3. 21 100.0 3.13 100.0 
* Excludes premium pay for overtime and for work on weekends, holidays, and 
late shifts. 
SOURCE: Computed from Industry Wage Survey Meat Products (Bulletin No. 1415, 
U.S. Department of Labor, pp.10-23.) 
TABLE 1--Continued 
Curing, Smoking AH Production 
Pork Cutting & Cooking Workers 
Area $per % of $per % of $per % of Hour Midwest Hour Midwest Hour Midwest 
United States 3. 31 87.1 2.58 80. 4 2. 69 87. 3 
South East 1. 92 50.5 1. 74 54.2 1. 69 54.9 
South West 2.19 57 . 6 1. 69 52.6 1. 86 60.4 
Great Lakes 3.25 85.5 2. 74 85.4 2.79 90.6 
Mountain 3.04 80.0 2. 78 86.6 2.74 89.0 
Border States 2.56 67.3 1. 87 58.2 1. 99 64.6 
Middle Atlantic 2. 98 78. 4 2.66 82.8 2.69 87. 3 
Pacific 3.10 81. 5 3.02 94. 0 3.16 102.6 
Middle West 3. 80 100.0 3.21 100.0 3.08 100.0 
Comparisons by Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas 
To make more specific comparisons among major centers, data relating to 
wages were derived from the U.S. Census of Manufacturers and from data pub-
lished by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Comparisons developed from the data 
are subject to several shortcomings which should be recognized. Wages, value 
added by manufacture and capital expenditures of the meat packing industry are 
affected by the product mix, the mixture of different kinds of live animal raw 
materials and certain unusual situations that may have prevailed during the 
Census years. In addition, the usual limitations of data from secondary sources 
are applicable to the analysis and interpretation which follow. 
While the data are subject to the above limitations, they do provide a general 
comparison of the St. Louis area with other areas and a basis for projecting the 
comparisons to 1975. 
Average Hourly Wages of Production Workers 
Meat Packing 
St. Louis was near the top in terms of average hourly wages of production 
workers in meat packing (Table 2). Of 13 areas in the comparison, only three 
are higher than St. Louis, while St. Louis's average is above that of nine other 
areas. It was surprising to find wages in St. Louis higher, and in some cases 
substantially higher, than in areas which have traditionally been thought to be 
relatively high labor cost areas. 
Meat Products 2 
St. Louis is also near the top in terms of the average wage per man hour 
in meat products (Table 3). In 1954, St. Louis with an average of $2. 03 per 
hour was $ .13 below first ranked San Francisco. By 1958, St. Louis was still 
in third position, but the difference between the two areas had been reduced to $ . 07. In contrast, Birmingham was $ • 70 below St. Louis in 1954 and the 
difference had increased to $1.15 in 1958. 
Ratio of Value Added by Manufacture to Wages of Production Workers 
Comparing value added by manufacture with wages of production workers 
provides a means for rough comparisons of labor cost and output among areas. 
In any such comparison difference in product mix and physical plant efficiency 
must be recognized. A large proportion of processed product items and/or 
efficient physical facilities will result in relatively larger ratios. 
The information in Table 4 is interpreted as follows: in 1958, for St. Louis, 
for each dollar of wages paid to production workers in meat products $1. 90 in 
value was added by manufacture in meat products. St. Louis ranked 23 of 26 in 
the comparison in both 1954 and 1958. 
Interarea Pay Comparisons 
From a survey of occupational earnings and related practices in 80 metro-
politan areas conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics between July 1962 and 
June 1963 it is possible to make comparisons of pay levels among areas (Table 5). 
The comparisons are among occupations common to a variety of manufacturing 
ind us tries. 
2Meat Products industry includes, meat packing, sausage making, and poultry processing. 
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TABLE 2 
Average Hourly Wages of Meat Packing Production 
Workers in Selected Metropolitan Areas 
Compared with Those in St. Louis, 1958 
Area 
Average Hourly Wage* 
Difference 
Between St. Louis 
San Francisco, California $3.08 
Los Angeles, California 2. 81 
Newark, New Jersey 2. 81 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 2. 72 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 2.70 
Chicago, Illinois 2.68 
Cleveland, Ohio 2.65 
New York, New York 2.63 
Detroit, Michigan 2.61 
Boston, Massachusetts 2.59 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 2.48 
Buffalo, New York 2.46 
Baltimore, Maryland 2.37 
SOURCE: Computed from U.S. Census of Manufacturers: 1958, 
Vol. ill, Area Statistics. Selected Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Areas. 
+.36 
+.09 
+.09 
-.02 
-.04 
-.07 
-.09 
-.11 
-.13 
-.24 
-.26 
-.35 
* Includes all forms of compensation such as salaries, wages, commission 
dismissal pay, all bonuses vacation and sick leave pay. Excludes employers' 
Social Security contributions and other non payroll labor costs. 
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TABLE 3 
Average Wage Per Man Hour of Meat Products Production 
Workers Compared With Those In Other Cities. 
----
Diff. Diff. 
Area Rank 1954* from Rank 1958* from 
St. St. 
Louis Louis 
San Francisco, Calif. 1 $2.16 +.13 1 $2.73 +.07 
Minn. -St. Paul, Minn. 3 2.03 . 00 2 2. 68 +.02 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 3 2.03 . 00 3 2. 66 . 00 
Los Angeles, Calif. 3 2. 02 . 00 4 2.63 
-. 03 
Milwaukee, Wisc. 2 2.12 +.10 5 2.61 -.05 
Denver, Colorado 13 1. 96 -.07 6 2.58 -.08 
Fort Worth, Texas 12 1. 99 -.04 7 2.52 -.14 
Columbus, Ohio 10 2.00 -.03 8 2.50 -.16 
Portland, Oregon 11 1.99 -.04 8 2.50 -.16 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 9 1. 91 -.12 10 2.48 -.18 
Cleveland, Ohio 9 1. 91 -.12 10 2.48 -.18 
Chicago, Illinois 3 2.03 . 00 12 2.44 -.22 
New York, New York 7 2.01 -.02 12 2.44 -.22 
Kansas City, Missouri 7 1. 96 -.07 14 2.41 -.25 
Cincinnati, Ohio 20 1. 83 -. 20 15 2.39 -.27 
Wichita, Kansas 14 1. 94 -.09 16 2.38 -.28 
Detroit, Michigan 6 1. 99 -.04 17 2.33 -.33· 
Boston, Massachusetts 17 1. 88 -.15 18 2.26 
-. 40 
Dayton, Ohio 21 1. 82 -. 21 19 2.25 -. 41 
Seattle, Washington 18 1. 86 -.17 19 2.25 -. 41 
Philadelphia-New Jersey 22 1.74 
-. 29 21 2.23 -. 43 
Baltimore, Maryland 23 1. 70 -.33 22 2.17 -.49 
Canton, Ohio 19 1. 85 -.18 23 2.13 
-. 53 
Dallas, Texas 25 1.59 -.44 24 1. 89 - . 77 
Atlanta, Georgia 24 1. 68 -.35 25 1. 80 -. 86 
Birmingham, Alabama 26 1.33 -.70 26 1. 51 -1.15 
SOURCE: Computed from U.S. Census of Manufacturers: 1958 Vol. III, 
Area Statistics. Standard 'Metropolitan Statistical Areas With 
40, 000 or more manufacturing employees including more than 
1, 000 employees in meat products in 1958. 
* Includes all forms of compensation such as salaries, wages, commissions, dismissal pay, all bonuses, vacation, and sick leave pay. Excludes employers' 
Social Security contributions and other non payroll labor costs. 
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TABLE 4 
Ratio of Value Added by Manufacture to Wages of 
Production Workers in Meat Products Industry in Several Areas. 
Percent Percent Area Rank 1954 of Rank 1958 of 
St. St. 
Louis Louis 
Detroit, Michigan 4 2.73 158% 1 3.25 171% Boston, Massachusetts 8 2.48 143 2 2.80 147 San Francisco, Calif. 13 2.30 133 3 2.72 143 Philadelphia - New Jersey 17 2. 22 128 4 2.69 142 Seattle, Washington 9 2.36 136 5 2.66 140 Birmingham, Alabama 6 2.63 152 6 2.57 135 Canton, Ohio 3 2.80 162 7 2.53 133 Los Angeles, Calif. 13 2. 30 133 8 2.40 126 Baltimore, Maryland 16 2.25 130 9 2.35 124 Pittsburgh, Pa. 22 1. 83 106 9 2. 35 124 New York, New York 10 2.36 136 11 2.34 123 Atlanta, Georgia 7 2.57 149 12 2.29 121 Chicago, Illinois 24 1.69 98 13 2.26 119 Denver, Colorado 21 1. 86 108 14 2.24 118 Portland, Oregon 19 2.10 121 15 2.21 116 Cincinnati, Ohio 5 2.65 153 16 2.15 113 Dayton, Ohio 15 2.29 132 16 2.15 113 Minn. -St. Paul, Minn. 26 1. 37 79 18 2.14 113 
Milwaukee, Wis. 18 2.17 125 19 2.11 11'1 Wichita, Kansas 25 1. 50 87 20 2. 08 109 
Kansas City, Missouri 21 1.96 113 21 2.07 109 Columbus, Ohio 1 5.55 320 21 2. 07 109 ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 23 1. 73 100 23 1. 90 100 Cleveland, Ohio 29 2. 08 120 24 1. 89 99 Fort Worth, Texas 12 2.33 135 25 1. 76 93 
Dallas, Texas 2 3.18 184 26 1. 64 86 
SOURCE; Computed from U.S. Census of Manufacturers: 1958 Vol. III, 
Area Statistics, Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas With 
40, 000 or more manufacturing employees including more than 
1, 000 employees in meat products in 1958. 
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TABLE 5 
Interarea Pay Comparison Among Occupational Groups 
for Manufacturing Industries March 1962-Feb. 1963. 
(212-area pay levels for each occupational group= 100) 
Skilled 
Labor Market Office Clerk Maintenance 
North East 
Boston 91 94 
New York City 101 103 
Philadelphia 95 99 
Pittsburgh 110 105 
South 
Atlanta 97 91 
Baltimore 100 98 
Dallas 93 88 
Houston 99 103 
Louisville 94 105 
Memphis 89 90 
New Orleans 95 97 
North Central 
Chicago 104 106 
Cleveland 105 104 
Detroit 119 111 
Kansas City 98 102 
Minn. St. Paul 90 102 
Des Moines 91 101 
Wichita 100 92 
ST. LOUIS 95 104 
West 
Los Angeles 109 105 
San Francisco 110 113 
Denver 96 100 
Seattle 108 99 
SOURCE: Wages~ Related Benefits, Part II: Metropolitan Areas 
United~ and Regional Summaries, 1962-63 (BLS 
Bulletin 1345-83, 1964 pp. 40-41). 
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Unskilled 
Plant 
93 
102 
100 
112 
81 
102 
79 
85 
102 
75 
82 
101 
112 
120 
104 
105 
107 
99 
104 
107 
121 
107 
110 
In this comparison, pay levels in St. Louis are shown to differ much less from the overall average than was true for wage rates for meat packing employ-
ees. Pay levels for office clerks in St. Louis was 95 percent of the 212 area 
average while for skilled maintenance and unskilled plant workers the level was 104 percent of the average. The Los Angeles and San Francisco areas were 
relatively high pay level areas in this comparison as they were for the meat packing industry. On the other hand, the Detroit area had lower average wages in meat packing than did St. Louis, but in this comparison was considerably higher than St. Louis and the average. 
These data give the impression that wage rates in meat packing are rela-
tively high in St. Louis compared with other areas and high relative to the 
occupational groups in Table 5. 
Capital Expenditure per Production Worker in Meat Products 
In 1954 St. Louis ranked 23rd, and 1958 20th, of 26 areas in terms of 
capital expenditures per production worker in meat products (Table 6). Capital 
expenditures are for each respective year only and may be subject to unusual building programs that occurred during the year. Portland, Oregon reported 
more than six times as large capital expenditures per production worker in 1958 
as St. Louis. Other areas with large capital expenditures per worker were Wichita, Kansas, and Canton, Ohio. While there was little consistency between 
the ranking of cities in 1954 and 1958, for both periods capital expenditure per 
worker in St. Louis was quite low relative to most of the other cities. Little 
new construction and relatively little new equipment were added during the years under consideration. 
Number of Employees in Meat Products 
Of the nine areas shown in the comparison in Table 7 only one, Denver, had 
more employees in meat products in 1963 than in 1958. In the St. Louis area, 
there were 76 percent as many employees in meat products in 1963 as in 1958. This compares with 106 percent for Denver and the low of 61 percent for Milwaukee. Thus, the downward adjustment in number of employees in meat products has been greater in St. Louis than for the country as a whole since 
recent data reveal a decrease for the U.S. of less than 1 percent per year. 
Trend of Average Hourly Earnings 
Meat Products 
Figure 1 contains a projection to 1975 of the 1954-62 trend in average hourly 
earnings in meat products. The ~rend was established using data from the 1954 
and 1958 Census of Manufactures and from Bureau of Labor Statistics data. 4 Necessary adjustments were made to provide comparable series for use in devel-
oping a trend for 1954-62. 
The trend lines shown in Figure 1 were drawn using constants computed by 
the least squares method of fitting a straight line. The trend established for the period 1954 to 1962 was then projected to the year 1975. The projection from 1962 to 1975 assumes that basic relationships relevant to the series will remain 
the same 1962-75 as they were 1954-62. 
3U.S. Census of Manufactures: 1954, 1958, Vol. ID Area Statistics. 
4Employment and Earn:ings Statistics for States and Areas 1939-62, U.S. Department of Labor, BLS Bullet:in No. 1370, 1963. 
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Figure 1. Continued 
TABLE 6 
Meat Products, Comparison of St. Louis and 
Other Areas, Capital Expenditure Per Production Worker. 
Percent Percent 
Area Rank 1954 of Rank 1958 of 
St. St. 
Louis Louis 
Portland, Oregon 2 $781 299 % 1 $1, 447 611 % 
Wichita, Kansas 11 392 150 2 1,400 591 
Canton, Ohio 22 277 106 3 979 413 
Dallas, Texas 20 300 115 4 697 294 
Cincinnati, Ohio 25 186 71 5 555 234 
San Francisco, Calif. 9 402 154 6 514 217 
Philadelphia-New Jersey 16 349 134 7 483 204 
Detroit, Michigan 8 463 177 8 473 200 
Columbus, Ohio 17 335 128 9 467 197 
Dayton, Ohio 6 473 181 10 439 185 
Atlanta, Georgia 4 559 214 11 426 180 
Los Angeles, Calif. 5 531 203 12 404 170 
Seattle, Wash. 3 673 258 12 403 170 
Denver, Colorado 14 365 140 14 395 167 
New York, New York 18 319 122 15 372 157 
Milwaukee, Wis. 24 240 92 16 326 138 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 26 139 53 19 310 131 
Birmingham, Alabama 20 300 115 18 275 116 
Boston, Mass. 12 389 149 19 253 107 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 23 261 100 20 250 100 
Minn. -St. Paul, Minn. 13 388 149 21 237 105 
Fort Worth, Texas 10 394 151 22 225 95 
Cleveland, Ohio 19 305 117 23 199 84 
Baltimore, Maryland 1 831 318 24 147 62 
Kansas City, Mo. 15 354 136 25 139 59 
Chicago, Illinois 7 466 179 (D)* 
SOURCE: Computed from U.S. Census of Manufacturers; 1958, Vol. III., 
Area Statistics . Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas With 
40, 000 or more manufacturing employees including more than 
1, 000 employees in meat products in 1958. 
* Withheld to avoid disclosing figures for individual companies. 
-13-
TABLE 7 
Number of Employees in Meat Products 
Selected SMSA, 1958-1963 
Area 1958 1963 
(Thousands) 
Milwaukee 4.1 2.5 
Chicago 22.9 15.4 
ST. LOU1S 9.4 7.1 
Des Moines 1. 6 1. 3 
New York City 7.2 6.0 
Omaha 10.8 9. 5 
Cincinnati 2.6 2.4 
Kansas City 5.7 5.5 
Denver 3.3 3.5 
SOURCE: Employment and Earnings Statistics for States and Areas 
1939-1962, U. S. Department of Labor, BLS Bulletin No. 
1370-1, 1964. 
1963 as 
% of 1958 
61 
67 
76 
81 
83 
88 
92 
96 
106 
The projections for each of the cities shown in Figure 1 indicate that by 1975 
the average hourly earnings of production workers in meat products in St. Louis 
will be higher than in the other seven cities in the comparison. The 1975 pro-
jection for St. Louis of $5. 06 per hour compares with $5. 04 for San Francisco, 
$4. 77 for Los Angeles, $4. 64 for Cincinnati, $4. 32 for New York, $4. 31 for 
Kansas City, $4. 24 for Cleveland and $4.18 for Chicago. 
Meat Packing 
Figure 2 provides a means for comparing the projected average hourly 
earnings in meat packing for six cities. Projections presented in Figure 2 were 
developed in the same manner as those in Figure 1. The 1954-62 trends pro-
jected to 1975 indicate that of the six cities in the comparison San Francisco will 
have the highest average hourly earnings in meat packing, $5. 94. This compares 
with $5. 20 for Los Angeles, $5. 05 for St. Louis, $4. 61 for New York, $4. 56 for 
Chicago and $4. 39 for Cleveland. 
Again, the fact that a large proportion of meat packing labor on the West 
Coast is used in beef dressing which is relatively highly paid accounts for Los 
Angeles and San Francisco being at the top. 
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Average Hourly Earnings in Meat Packing Projected 
In order to consider taxes as a business expense in St. Louis compared with 
other areas we have drawn extensively from the work by Strasma. 5 The approach 
he used was to set up a typical firm and estimate taxes of each type for various 
locations. 
The typical firm represents light industry with plant, land, and equipment 
investments found to be average for 39 new production plants along Massachusetts 
Route 128. The hypothetical firm has assets of roughly $3 million, sales of some 
$6 million and operating income before Federal taxes of almost $300, 000. From 
secondary sources and from interviews with assessors, relators and industrial-
ists they estimated state and local taxes for the hypothetical firm. The compari-
son is presented in Table 8. 
In the comparison taxes in St. Louis were estimated to be close to those of 
Indianapolis and Cincinnati and considerably below Chicago and the other cities 
in the comparison of urban centers. The estimated total taxes in St. Louis 
were about average for the estimates made for suburbs in the comparisons. 
Estimated Electricity Costs 
The cost of the electricity assumed to be representative of a packing plant's 
use for a month varied substantially among selected cities (Table 9). In the 
comparison, the cost at the St. Louis rates was near the middle of the range of 
costs shown. The estimated cost in St. Louis was slightly lower than for either 
of the cities lying within the St. Louis trade area. 
OTHER ECONOMIC FACTORS 
Location and Operation of Meat Packing and Processing Plants 
Optimum packing or processing plant location is influenced by the source 
and cost of livestock, by characteristics of the market to be served, as well as 
by the costs of non-livestock inputs used. The long run adjustments within the 
industry will be in the direction of locating plants and developing organizations 
which will minimize the total cost of livestock assembly, processing and distri-
bution. There is considerable evidence of a trend toward increased slaughter 
near livestock producing areas. 
Because capital investments are used up slowly and human institutions are 
slow to change, there exists a range of feasible systems for assembling live-
stock and distributing meat. It is difficult to generalize about the least cost 
system because the conditions within each firm vary. For that reason it is not 
meaningful to generalize about livestock procurement costs and meat distribution 
costs of a hypothetical plant as a means for projecting potential adjustments. 
In most situations, competitors will react to plant location decisions. Thus 
plant location problems need to be solved by using specific information for par-
ticular firms. The projected livestock cost and market potential become the 
important determinants of the solution to problems of plant location. 
The volume of livestock production in the St. Louis area plus the consumer 
market provided by the St. Louis area point clearly to the potential of a thriving 
growing meat packing industry there. Whether or not this is realized depends 
upon the ability of management to develop plants and firms which may remain 
competitive. 
5Strasma, John D., state and Local Taxation of Industry, Research Report to Federal Reserve 
Bank of Boston, No. 4 (1959). 
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Urban Centers 
Boston, Mass. 
Providence, R. I. 
Hartford, Conn. 
Chicago, Ill. 
Indianapolis, Ind. 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Baltimore, Md. 
St. Louis, Mo.* 
Suburbs 
Pawtucket, R. I. 
Cambridge, Mass. 
Bloomfield, Conn. 
Needham, Mass. 
Burlington, Mass. 
Sparrows Pt. , Md. 
No. Smithfield, R. I. 
Speedway, Ind. 
No. Bend, Ohio 
Warren, R. I. 
Kankakee, Ill. 
TABLE 8 
Total State and Local Taxes, 1958 
Hypothetical Firm 
Property Sales Income 
$47,703 
49,906 
51, 812 
58,260 
23,301 
34,902 
18, 861 
27' 881 
45,292 
34,582 
42,833 
25,647 
16, 788 
23,672 
19,598 
18, 481 
30,708 
20,542 
$----- $20,148 
5, 776 
5, 776 
4,562 
4, 562 
3, 851 
2,595 
17' 429 
12,665 
22,810 
2,978 
15,580 
4,684 
5,776 17,429 
20,148 
5,776 12,665 
20, 148 
20,148 
3, 851 15, 580 
5,776 17,429 
22,810 
4,562 
5,776 17,429 
4,562 
Other 
$8,320 
7, 145 
1,686 
120 
11, 488 
8, 320 
8,320 
8, 320 
120 
686 
303 
Total 
$76, 171 
73,111 
70,253 
69, 967 
46,111 
44, 128 
38, 412 
46,648 
68,497 
63, 050 
61,274 
54, 115 
45,256 
43, 223 
42,803 
42,291 
36,956 
23, 205 
25,407 
SOURCE: Strasma, John D., State and Local Taxation of Industry, Research 
Report to Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, No. 4 (1959). 
* Tax Calculation for St. Louis may not be as accurate as remainder in 
comparison. 
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TABLE 9 
Estimated Monthly Electricity Costs 
Assuming 1800 kw. Billing Demand, and 
450, 000 kw. hr. Average Monthly 
Electricity Use; Selected Areas. 
City Total Monthly 
Electrical Costs 
New York, New York 
Kansas City, Missouri 
Pittsfield, Illinois 
Minneapolis, -St. Paul 
Wentzville, Missouri 
ST. LOUIS, MISSOURI 
Cincinnati, Ohio 
Chicago, Illinois 
Raleigh, North Carolina 
Omaha, Nebraska 
Los Angeles, Calif. 
TV A - Mississippi 
SOURCE: Computed from rates in National Electric Rate 
Bulletin, Federal Power Commission. 
$10,473 
8,355 
8,102 
7,903 
7, 572 
6,959 
6,653 
6,477 
5, 810 
4,514 
3,456 
3,360 
In terms of livestock assembly costs, from available data, there is clearly 
no single superior method for assembling livestock. In a study done in Colorado 
of 66 lots of cattle the marketing costs per hundredweight to the cattle feeder 
were similar in their use of each of th:r:ee crntlets (Table 10). _ 
While the terminal alternative included yardage and insurance charges (the 
direct alternatives did not), the difference in the estimated cost of shrinkage 
was sufficient to make the three alternatives comparable. It is worth noting 
that in the important cattle feeding area of Colorado it is the usual practice for 
cattle feeders to pay a commission for having slaughter cattle sold, whether 
sold direct or through a terminal market. Selling commission was paid on 14 
of 16 lots in Direct I and 8 of the 10 in Direct II. 
There is the suggestion from this data that if alternative methods of livestock 
assembly exclusive of transportation are very nearly the same, location and 
procurement system decisions will be influenced by the costs of transportation 
and procurement systems developed by each firm. The nature of the competitive 
environment projected at alternative locations is important. 
Conclusions drawn from extensive analysis of hog prices and marketing in 
Illinois suggest considerable variation in prices of hogs by market type, by 
weight of hogs, and among markets of the same type. Differences such as 
6E. E. Broadbent, Comparisons of Local and Terminal Butcher Hog Price, Proceedings of 
Sixth Agricultural Industries Forum, January 23-24, 1964. University of Illinois, Urbana, 
Illinois. 
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I 
I-' 
(0 
I 
Channel Yardage & 
Insurance 
Direct I 
----
Direct II 
----
Terminal $.1107 
Continued Cost of 
Channel Shrinkage 
Direct I $1. 0251 
Direct II • 9860 
Terminal • 8241 
TABLE 10 
Average Costs Per./Cwt. of Marketing Slaughter 
Cattle, Alternative Channels, Colorado 1962-1963 y 
Commission Miscellaneousy 
$.0920 ----
.0717 ----
.1042 $.0346 
Total Cost Miles Hauled 
$1.1171 62.0 
1. 0577 27.7 
1. 0736 55,3 
Y These unpublished data made available by MED, ERS, USDA, Ft. Collins, Colorado. 
Total Mktg. 
Costs 
$.0920 
.0717 
• 2495 
No. of Lots 
16 
10 
38 
~ Miscellaneous includes feed, bedding and National Livestock and Meat Board Contribution. 
Percent 
Shrinkage 
4.0 
3.9 
3.2 
Ave. No. In 
Lots 
72,8 
75.1 
42.0 
these can only be regarded as short run, but, they show the need for developing 
procurement systems, recognizing plant size, product specialities, etc. While 
in the long run there can be expected no long run price advantages at individual 
markets and no price domination by individual markets beyond the small area in 
which they enjoy a locational advantage, in practical week to week operations 
individual firms, to compete effectively, must be in position to respond to short 
run price differences. 
Thus, the packer must develop a livestock procurement and meat distribution 
system which results in greatest expected advantage to his firm. The most ad-
vantageous system will likely vary considerably among firms within the relatively 
small area. 
The location of the meat packing industry within the St. Louis area will be 
determined by the comparative economic environments packing firm decision 
makers are able to negotiate in alternative locations. 
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